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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This office action is in response to the amendment filed on June 16, 2004 in which 
applicant amends claims 1,16, 41-43, 68-69, 83-84, 100-102, 1 14, and 135-138, and responds to 
the claim rejections. Claims 1-138 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-138 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Raven et al. 
(U.S. 5,429,361). Raven et al. discloses a gaming machine information, communication, and 
display system for automating maintenance, accounting, security, player tracking, event 
recording, player interaction, and other functions for a plurality of gaming machines. The 
system has a display and data entry means for a player or employee to interact with the system. 
Furthermore, in addition to gaming functions, the system downloads data from the central data 
processor to each individual gaming machine. Raven et al. lacks explicitly disclosing: 

Regarding Claims 1, 16, 20, 41-43, 68-69, 83-84, 100-102, 114, 118, and 135-138: 
• integrating the systems interface display system into the gaming platform screen 
used to display the gaming information. Raven et al. discloses one way a player 
or employee interacts with the system is by pressing buttons on a keypad, 
whereas, in the instant invention, a touchscreen input is utilized to interface with 
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the system. Interaction with a gaming system, whether by keypad input or 
touchscreen, provides the same function to the overall system. Furthermore, it 
was notoriously well know to use touchscreen technology in gaming machines at 
the time of applicant's invention. Utilizing touchscreen technology is attractive to 
game players and casino personnel and requires less maintenance than mechanical 
push buttons. 
Regarding Claims 6, 38, 65, 74, and 98: 

• a Y adapter that allows communication between the display screen and both the at 
least one processor and the additional processor. 

Regarding Claims 7, 39, 66, 75, and 99: 

• calibration software that enables the additional processor to calibrate the display 
of system information on the display screen. 

Regarding Claims 8, 18, 44, 76, 85, 106, 116: 

• the systems interface utilizes touchscreen technology for inputting and accessing 
system information in the systems network. 

Regarding Claims 10, 27, 54, 77, 87, 108, 125: 

• the gaming display screen includes a small region that, when selected, activates 
the system interface. 

Regarding Claims 33, 60, 93, and 131: 

• the display process that runs the gaming interface supports a graphic user 
interface based wagering game. 

Regarding Claims 36, 63, and 96: 
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• the converter card utilizes I C hardware and signaling. 
Regarding Claims 40, 67, and 134: 

• integrating the systems interface via the display screen lowers overall system 
costs due to hardware elimination and reduces maintenance costs due to fewer 
hardware parts. 

Regarding Claims 1, 16, 20,41,43, 68, 83-84, 100-102, 114, 118, and 135-138, to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention, integrating gameplay and 
service systems into a single interface display system were well known. It would have, been 
obvious to integrate the systems interface display system into the gaming screen used to display 
the gaming information. One would be motivated to integrate the gaming and service systems 
into one display system in order to modernize an existing system to the present state of 
technology. Furthermore, In re Larson, 340 F.2d 965, 968, 144 USPQ 347, 349 (CCPA 1965), 
the court held that making the use of a one piece construction instead of the structure disclosed in 
the prior art would be merely a matter of engineering choice. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious at the time of applicant's invention to make Raven's gaming and maintenance interface 
systems integral on a single platform. One would be motivated to do so because integrating 
systems is well within known standard engineering guidelines, practices, and principles. See 
MPEP § 2144.04. 

Regarding Claims 6, 38, 65, 74, and 98, to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of applicant's invention, utilizing a Y adapter to allow communication to a plurality of devices 
was well known. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to utilize a Y adapter that allows communication between the display 
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screen and both the at least one processor and the additional processor. One would be motivated 
to utilize a Y adapter to allow communication between the display and one of the processors 
because a Y adapter provides a simple solution to switching communication from one processor 
to the other, thereby, allowing the system to eliminate at least one redundant connection between 
the display and one of the processors. 

Regarding Claims 7, 39, 66, 75, and 99, to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of applicant's invention, calibration software and hardware for a computer display were 
notoriously well known in the art. 

Regarding Claims 8, 18, 44, 76, 85, 106, 1 16, to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of applicant's invention, touchscreen technology was well known. It would have been 
obvious to modernize Raven et al. with a systems interface utilizing touchscreen technology for 
inputting and accessing system information in the systems network. One would be motivated to 
utilize touchscreen technology in a gaming and servicing system in order to modernize an 
existing system to the present state of technology. 

Regarding Claims 10, 27, 54, 77, 87, 108, 125, to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of applicant's invention, providing a gaming display screen including a small region 
(icon or GUI button) that, when selected, activates the system interface is notoriously well 
known in the art. One would be motivated to use an icon or GUI button on a display screen to 
activate a particular system in order to modernize an existing system to the present state of 
technology. 
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Regarding Claims 33, 60, 93, and 131, to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of applicant's invention, the display process that runs the gaming interface supporting a graphic 
user interface based wagering game is notoriously well known in the gaming art. 

Regarding Claims 36, 63, and 96, to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention, it would have been obvious to use existing engineering guidelines to 
modernize existing converter card hardware and signaling with I C hardware and signaling. One 
would be motivated to do so in order to modernize an existing system to the present state of 
technology. 

Regarding Claims 40, 67, and 134, to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention, it would have been obvious that integrating the systems interface via the 
display screen would lower overall system costs due to hardware elimination and reduce 
maintenance costs due to fewer hardware parts. Reducing overall costs by eliminating hardware 
and reducing maintenance costs are a byproduct of modernizing an existing system to the present 
state of technology. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed June 16, 2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

5. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection to independent claims 1, 16, 20, 41-43, 68- 
69, 83-84, 100-102, 114, 118, and 135-138 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Raven et al. (U.S. 5,429,361). Applicant alleges Raven et al. does not teach "a systems interface 
[that] utilizes the gaming platform to produce enhanced system request capabilities and enable 
interactions with the system network that are not limited to discrete keypad type inputs for 
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systems requests." The examiner respectfully disagrees. However, as discussed above, Raven et 
al. discloses one way a player or employee interacts with the system is by pressing buttons on a 
keypad, whereas, in the instant invention, a touchscreen input is utilized to interface with the 
system. Interaction with a gaming system, whether by keypad input or touchscreen, provides the 
same function to the overall system. Furthermore, it was notoriously well know to use 
touchscreen technology in gaming machines at the time of applicant's invention. Utilizing 
touchscreen technology is attractive to game players and casino personnel and requires less 
maintenance than mechanical push buttons. Additionally, as previously discussed on Office 
Action, Paper No. 10 that the examiner maintains that "integrating the systems interface display 
system into the gaming screen used to display gaming information" is well known and is 
completely supported by the art of record. In particular, Walker et al. (U.S. 6,068,552) shows a 
game screen display (210) which doubles as the game screen and the game customization screen 
as shown in figures 3-6. Therefore, upon the formal request of applicant, the examiner has 
provided a reference in support of examiner's contention that "integrating the systems interface 
display system into the gaming screen used to display gaming information" was well known in 
the art at the time of applicant's invention. Furthermore, Ronin et al. (U.S. 6,083,105) shows 
this feature in figures 6 and 7, Franchi (U.S. 5,770,533) shows this feature in figure 13, Houriet, 
Jr. et al. (U.S. 5,575,717) shows this feature in figures 1-4 and column 2, lines 20-36, and 
Walker et al. (U.S. 6,293,866) teaches this feature in column 5, lines 1-18 and column 7, lines 1- 
25. Therefore, the examiner maintains the holding from Office Action, Paper No. 15, that 
"integrating the systems interface display system into the gaming screen used to display gaming 
information" is well known in the art. 
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6. Furthermore regarding claims 1, 16, 20, 41-43, 68-69, 83-84, 100-102, 1 14, 118, and 
135-138, Applicant alleges that the examiner cannot rely solely on case law as rationale to 
support an obviousness rejection if the applicant has demonstrated the criticality of a specific 
limitation. In particular, applicant alleges "a systems interface [that] utilizes the gaming 
platform to produce enhanced system request capabilities and enable interactions with the system 
network that are not limited to discrete keypad type inputs for systems requests." demonstrates 
criticality. As discussed above, the examiner believes interaction with a gaming system, whether 
by keypad input or touchscreen, provides the same function to the overall system. Thus, the 
input being provided via a touchscreen or keypad type input for systems requests is absent 
criticality. Thus, the examiner maintains Raven et al. renders the claimed invention obvious. 
Additionally, the examiner asserts case law was used to further support the obviousness 
rejection, and was not used solely to support the rejection. As previously stated by the examiner, 
"Regarding Claims 1, 16, 20, 41, 43, 68, 83-84, 100-102, 114, 118, and 135-138, to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention, integrating gameplay and service 
systems into a single interface display system were well known. It would have been obvious to 
integrate the systems interface display system into the gaming screen used to display the gaming 
information. One would be motivated to integrate the gaming and service systems into one 
display system in order to modernize an existing system to the present state of technology." 
Therefore, the examiner maintains the rejection as stated in Office Action, Paper No. 15. 
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Conclusion 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Scott E. Jones whose telephone number is (703) 308-7133. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 6:30 A.M. - 5:00 P.M.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Xuan Thai can be reached on (703) 308-2064. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Scott E. Jones 
Examiner 
Art Unit 3713 
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